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Abstract
Hammond, Gregory David. M.S., Department of Psychology, Wright State University,
2008.
The Relationship Between Job Attitudes and Counterproductive Work Behaviors: The
Moderating Role of Attitude Strength.

This study investigated the relationship between job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and
organizational commitment) and counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs). The
moderating influence of attitude strength on the relationship between job attitudes and
CWBs was also examined. Specifically, it was anticipated that stronger attitudes would
be more strongly related to CWBs than would weaker attitudes. Finally, it was
hypothesized that job attitudes would correlate more strongly with behaviors when the
relationships between those variables were correctly specified. Results from a sample of
employed undergraduates (N=296) indicated that more CWBs were significantly related
to less supervisor satisfaction (r=-.11), less coworker satisfaction (r=-.21), less affective
organizational commitment (r=-.20), and less normative organizational commitment (r=.16). Findings also indicated partial support for the influence of moderating variables and
the role of correctly specifying variables.
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Introduction
Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) are actions, whether intentional or
unintentional, that harm an organization or an organization’s members (Spector, 1997)
and which may violate significant organizational norms (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).
CWBs can include behaviors such as aggression against coworkers, absenteeism,
sabotage, and theft. CWBs are pervasive enough to pose a serious threat to the financial
and social well-being of organizations. For instance, 33% to 75% of employees report
engaging in some form of CWB including theft, computer fraud, embezzlement,
vandalism, sabotage, and absenteeism (Harper, 1990). The annual cost of workplace
violence alone has been estimated at $4.2 billion (Bensimon, 1994). Theft among
employees has been estimated to cost between $40 and $120 billion annually (Buss,
1993; Camara & Schneider, 1994). Overall cost estimates for CWBs range from $6 to
$200 billion (Murphy, 1993).
While there is variability in the numbers reported for the frequency and cost of
CWBs, even if the lowest estimates were assumed CWBs still represent a significant
problem for organizations. In recognition of this problem, Robinson and Bennett (1995)
have called for a systematic study of CWBs. In a partial answer to this call, the current
study investigated the relationship between job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and
organizational commitment) and CWBs. Furthermore, the influence of attitude strength
as a moderator of the job attitude-CWB relationship was examined.
Counterproductive Work Behavior
Gruys and Sackett (2003) note that prior to the 1980’s, research on behaviors
harmful to organizations was extremely disjointed. Research concentrated on individual
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behaviors such as theft, sabotage, tardiness and absenteeism (e.g., Altheide, Adler, Adler,
& Altheide, 1978; Horning, 1970; Taylor & Walton, 1971). This research did not view
such behaviors as interrelated, and many studies concentrated on individual behaviors or
small families of behaviors (Sackett & DeVore, 2001). Hence, numerous terms, such as,
“employee deviance,” “employee delinquency,” and “counterproductive work behavior”
came to populate the literature.
Robinson and Bennett (1995) explored the relatedness of these seemingly
scattered behaviors with a multidimensional scaling technique. The resulting typology of
CWBs described two dimensions along which CWBs vary: minor versus serious, and
directed toward individuals (CWBIs) versus toward organizations (CWBOs). These two
dimensions allowed for four categories of CWBs: political deviance, and personal
aggression, production deviance, property deviance. Political deviance represents minor
behaviors directed toward individuals in the workplace, such as showing favoritism and
gossiping about co-workers. Personal aggression represents serious behaviors directed
toward individuals including sexual harassment, verbal abuse, stealing from co-workers,
and endangering co-workers. Production deviance consists of minor behaviors directed
toward the organization including leaving early, taking excessive breaks, and
intentionally working slowly. Property deviance consists of serious behaviors directed
toward the organization such as sabotaging equipment, lying about hours worked, and
stealing from the organization. Taken together the various behaviors that constitute
CWBs can be viewed as an interrelated set of behaviors. By viewing CWBs as groups of
related behaviors researchers can broadly define CWBs as voluntary acts by an employee
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that harms the organization or the organization’s members (Spector, Fox, Penney,
Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2005).
Given the pervasiveness and cost of CWBs, it is important to identify and
understand the predictors of CWBs. In order to understand how attitudes may be related
to CWBs the following section examines job satisfaction as a potential predictor of
CWBs (Dalal, 2005).
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction can be considered as either a single global attitude or as a
collection of specific attitudes (i.e., facets) about a job. Global job satisfaction is an
evaluation that an individual makes about a particular job as a concerted whole and that
reflects the extent to which people like or dislike their jobs (Spector, 1997). In contrast to
a global attitude, job satisfaction can also be considered in terms of facets (Smith,
Kendall, & Hulin, 1969; Spector, 1985; Weiss et al., 1967), which are individual attitudes
about particular aspects, of a job. Facets typically include satisfaction with pay, the nature
of the work itself, supervisors, and coworkers, among others.
A meta-analysis by Dalal (2005) found that global job satisfaction had a corrected
correlation of -.37 (N=6106, k=25 ) with CWBs. This supports the notion that job
satisfaction is related to extra-role performance.
Organizational Commitment
Job satisfaction and its facets are not the only attitudinal variables that have
important implications for work behavior. Indeed organizational commitment is related to
important work-related behavioral outcomes. A meta-analysis by Meyer, Stanley,
Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002) revealed corrected correlations of .16 for overall
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performance (N= 5928, k= 25), -.15 for absenteeism (N=3543, k= 10), and .32 for
organizational citizenship behavior (N= 6277, k=22) thus demonstrating positive
relationships with in-role performance and organizational citizenship behavior while also
having a negative relationship with a particular CWB. This shows that overall
commitment is related to behavioral variables in a manner consistent with the
expectations of this paper. Another meta-analysis by Dalal (2005) revealed that
organizational commitment as having corrected correlations of -.36 (N= 5582, k=22) with
CWBs and .28 with organizational citizenship behaviors (N= 5582, k=22). The findings
of Dalal (2005) provide a foundation for this paper’s expectation of an inverse
relationship between organizational commitment and CWBs.
Beginning in the early 1990’s organizational commitment was conceptualized as a
three-component variable (Meyer & Allen, 1991). The first component, affective
commitment, could be thought of as the emotional investment that a person makes in an
organization. People who are highly affectively committed to an organization will more
strongly identify with that organization and will become more involved in that
organization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). The second component, continuance
commitment, represented a form of commitment based upon the calculation of the
perceived cost of leaving. Continuance commitment was thought to be independent of
affect towards an organization, and to be more based on objective factors (e.g., retirement
benefits, or reward packages). The final category, normative commitment was thought of
as an obligatory, morally based, form of commitment that compels a person to stay with
an organization because it is the “right” thing to do. Essentially, as a person internalizes
the normative requirements of the organization, normative commitment develops as a
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sense of obligation to remain with the organization and do what is in the best interest of
that organization. Conceptually, all three components of commitment are distinct from
one another. However, research has shown that affective and normative commitment are
related (r=.48; Allen & Meyer, 1990).
It should be noted that meta-analytic research has revealed that the corrected
correlation between continuance commitment and overall job performance is only -.07
(N= 4,040, k= 17; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002) thus showing a
small relationship between continuance commitment and overall job performance.
Research has found a similarly low corrected correlation of .06 (N= 2,301, k= 7) for
continuance commitment and overall absenteeism (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, &
Topolnytsky, 2002). Because of the weak relationship between performance and
continuance commitment the current study focused exclusively on affective and
normative commitment. Affective commitment has been shown to have a corrected
correlation of .20 with performance (Riketta, 2002, N = 26,344, k = 111). By focusing on
affective and normative commitment the hope was to be better able to detect a
relationship with extra-role performance (i.e. CWBs) because of an existent relationship
with in-role performance.
A natural question with regard to attitudes in general and job attitudes in
particular, is why are they related to behavior? Moreover, why might job attitudes be
expected to cause behavior? To be sure, research on CWBs as behavioral outcomes of job
attitudes has not yet received a great deal of attention. Speaking in a strict empirical
sense, it is not even possible to establish a causal relationship between attitudes and
behaviors (Judge et al., 2001). However, social psychologists have been investigating the
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attitude-behavior relationship for decades and attitude theory provides a solid theoretical
basis with which to begin understanding when and why attitudes and behaviors are
linked.
Attitude Theory
Attitude theory has facilitated both the assessment and conceptualization of job
attitudes and related behaviors for the current study. Indeed, the very foundation of the
research questions addressed in this study is derived from related research in social
psychology. Moreover, attitude theory guides some of the most critical assumptions of
this paper, including assumptions about the specificity of variables in attitude-CWB
relationships and the role of attitude strength. Therefore, to better understand the job
attitude-CWB relationship it has been useful to consider the history, propositions, and
implications of attitude theory.
Within social psychology, attitudes have traditionally been thought of as
relatively stable predispositions to respond to an attitude object in either a consistently
favorable or unfavorable manner (Allport, 1935; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Zanna &
Rempel, 1988). By this conceptualization, two components are necessary: an attitude
object and an evaluation of that object. The attitude object can be a person (e.g., a
supervisor), a thing (e.g., an office), or a concept (e.g., company policy).
As discussed by Eagly and Chaiken (1998) an issue of central importance is the
nature of the relationship between attitudes and behaviors. Indeed, attitude researchers
have been addressing this issue for over 80 years. The heart of the interest in attitudes and
behavior is the intuitive notion that attitudes cause people to behave in a particular way.
Allport (1935) stated that attitudes exert “a directive and dynamic influence upon the
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individual’s response” (p. 810). The idea that attitudes are direct causes of behavior
reflects the strong form of the attitude-behavior hypothesis. A weaker form of the
attitude-behavior hypothesis is that attitudes and behavior are simply correlated, without
any inference of causation. Initial research on the attitude-behavior hypothesis yielded
weak correlations between attitudes and behavior (LaPiere, 1934). Of course, researchers
were alarmed at the apparent lack of support for the attitude-behavior hypothesis. The
reaction to that initial lack of support was an entire stream of research that attempted to
account for the weak relationship between attitudes and behaviors (Blumer, 1955). In
particular, Petty (1995) points to two concepts from this reactionary research that have an
important relevance to the present study. First, it is important that attention be given to
the level of specificity with which attitudes and behaviors are assessed. That is, specific
behaviors are better predicted by specific attitudes and general categories of behavior are
better predicted by general attitudes (e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Weigel & Newman,
1976). Indeed, Hogan and Roberts (1996) support this proposition in their discussion of
the bandwidth-fidelity trade-off, suggesting that the specificity of predictors should be
matched to the specificity of criteria in order to maximize predictive effectiveness. For
example, satisfaction with coworkers predicting CWBIs is a relationship in which the
specificity of predictors and outcomes is matched. In contrast, global job satisfaction
predicting CWBIs is a relationship in which the specificity of predictors and outcomes is
not matched. Another example of inappropriately matching would be organizational
commitment predicting CWBIs. It is awkward to propose that a variable designed to
assess attitudes about an organization should predict interpersonal behaviors. Essentially,
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the core idea behind specificity is that predictors and outcomes should be appropriate for
one another.
Second, Petty (1995) states that behavior can be better predicted from strong
attitudes than from weak attitudes. Briefly put, attitude strength is an attitudinal property
that is determined both by durability over time and the impact of the attitude on behavior
(Petty & Krosnick, 1995). For instance, two people may have the same score on an
attitude scale, yet exhibit different behaviors toward the attitude object; presumably the
stronger attitude will have more impact on behavior than the weaker attitude. Hence,
attitude strength can be useful for establishing linkages between attitudes and behaviors.
From a theoretical standpoint the attitude-behavior hypothesis gives a strong basis
for asserting that attitudes and behaviors should be related. However, it provides
relatively little in the way of a practical approach to explaining why job attitudes should
be expected to cause counterproductive work behaviors. On this issue Sackett and
DeVore (2001) offer that “There is a certain poetry in behaving badly in response to
some perceived injustice” (p. 160). That is to say, perhaps the relationship between job
attitudes and CWBs can be practically explained by the concept of reciprocity (Dalal,
2005; Gouldner, 1960). In terms of reciprocity, CWBs can be viewed as a reaction to a
negative attitude which results from some perceived negative action. For instance, a
supervisor might make demeaning comments to a subordinate who would then become
dissatisfied. The dissatisfied subordinate may in turn engage in CWBIs as a way of
reciprocating the behavior of the supervisor. While a proper exploration of this idea was
beyond the scope of this paper, it should be noted as potentially useful theoretical
contribution. For the purpose of the current paper, the emphasis remained strictly on the
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attitude-behavior relationship. As such, we turn now to a particularly salient example of
this relationship: satisfaction and performance.
Job Satisfaction and Performance
Before proceeding with a discussion of the relationship between satisfaction and
performance it is useful to note how such a discussion is relevant to the current study’s
focus on job attitudes and CWBs. Researchers have noted that extra-role behaviors, such
as CWBs, should have stronger relationships with attitudes than traditional
conceptualizations of performance (i.e., Brief, 1998; Riketta 2002). This is because such
extra-role behaviors have a greater volitional element than do traditional (i.e., task
related) performance conceptualizations. Therefore, the current study adopts the position
that the job satisfaction-performance relationship can be used as a conservative
benchmark for an exploration of how job attitudes and CWBs relate.
The study of job satisfaction and performance has a long history and voluminous
body of associated research (Judge, Thoreson, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Spector, 1997). In
fact, it is perhaps most useful to consider research on the satisfaction-performance
relationship not in terms of individual studies, but rather in terms of meta-analyses. One
such meta-analysis (Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984) concluded that the corrected
correlation between individual performance and individual satisfaction was .31 (N=3140,
k=15). Another meta-analysis (Iaffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985) found that the corrected
correlation between job satisfaction and performance was only .17 (N=12,192 , k=217).
A more recent meta-analysis by Judge et al. (2001) concluded that the mean corrected
correlation between job satisfaction and performance was .30 (N=54,471, k=312). The
corrected correlation reported by Iaffaldano and Muchinsky (1985) is smaller than the
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value reported by Judge et al. (2001) because of differences in correction procedure, and
the treatment of facet satisfaction as a measure of global satisfaction by Iaffaldano and
Muchinsky (1985). When these differences were controlled for by Judge et al. (2001), the
results of each study were nearly identical. Furthermore, Judge et al. (2001) computed the
confidence interval for the true score correlation between job satisfaction and job
performance to be relatively wide (from .03 to .57), which indicates the possible presence
of moderator variables. It should be noted that sampling error and measurement error
only accounted for 25% of the variance. These results demonstrated that the attitudebehavior (i.e., satisfaction-performance) relationship is only moderate, even when
corrected for unreliability. The satisfaction-performance meta-analyses also suggested the
presence of moderators. Therefore, the current study sought to integrate the suggestions
of Petty (1995) in two ways: by paying particular attention to the level of specificity, and
by examining the influence of attitude strength as a moderator variable.
In addition to their quantitative review, Judge et al. (2001) reviewed a number of
models that have been suggested to explain the satisfaction-performance relationship.
Two of those models are pertinent to the current study: the use of alternative
conceptualizations of the performance construct and the possible influence of moderator
variables. Job performance has traditionally been defined in terms of job specific tasks.
However, some authors (e.g., Organ, 1988) have suggested that the failure to find a
consistent relationship between job satisfaction and performance may be due to the
narrow definitions of job performance. That is, by expanding the operationalization of job
performance to include alternative conceptualizations (e.g., CWBs) it may be possible to
better detect the satisfaction-performance relationship. Additionally, the suggestion of
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Hogan and Roberts (1996) that performance is a broad multidimensional construct
compliments other views (i.e., Judge et al., 2001; Organ, 1988) that alternative measures
of job performance should be considered.
The second model suggested by Judge et al. (2001) proposed that moderators may
be obscuring the true relationship between performance and satisfaction. In total, Judge et
al. (2001) identified 6 categories of moderator variables that had been examined in the
studies included in their meta-analysis. Among these, Judge et al. (2001) identified
measures of job performance, measures of job satisfaction, research design, job
complexity, occupations, and the source of the correlation (i.e., the journal in which the
publication can be found) as sources of moderation. However, attitude strength was not
counted among these. Yet, more recent research (Schleicher et al., 2004) has found
support for the hypothesis that attitude strength moderates the satisfaction-performance
relationship. Across 2 studies, Schleicher et al. (2004) found that attitude strength was a
significant moderator of the satisfaction-performance relationship. Unfortunately,
Schleicher et al. (2004) limited their measurement of attitude strength exclusively to
affective-cognitive consistency. This is problematic because there are multiple measures
of attitude strength that are independent of one another (Petty & Krosnick, 1995). Thus,
using only one measure of attitude strength may not provide a comprehensive assessment
of the strength of an attitude.
Attitude Strength
Petty and Krosnick (1995) define attitude strength in terms of an attitude’s
durability and impactfulness. Moreover, there are four features of strong attitudes that
specify the characteristics of durability and impactfulness. First, strong attitudes tend to
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be consistent over time. Attitude consistency may be related to a second quality of strong
attitudes, which is their resistance to change. The resistance of strong attitudes to change
includes resistance to persuasion and other attempts to alter an attitude. A third property
of strong attitudes is their influence on cognition. Stronger attitudes tend to be more
influential on how information is processed. For example, if one is strongly satisfied with
one’s supervisor then one will be more likely to interpret ambiguous stimuli about that
supervisor as favorable. Finally, stronger attitudes will tend to have a greater impact on
behavior. In short, durability encompasses temporal consistency and resistance to change.
Impactfulness encompasses the influence of attitudes on cognition and behavior.
In addition to the properties of strong attitudes mentioned above, there are a
number of categories of measures of attitude strength. Krosnick and Petty (1995) have
suggested four broad categories of measures of attitude strength: aspects of the attitude
itself, aspects of attitudinal structure, subjective beliefs about the attitude object, and
processes of attitude formation (see Huff, 2001 for a more comprehensive review of
attitude strength).
Aspects of the attitude itself. Aspects of the attitude itself include both the valance
and the extremity of the evaluation of the attitude object. Valence is essentially the
evaluation of an attitude object on a favorable-unfavorable dimension. Valence is
associated with extremity (Abelson, 1995), which is the extent to which an individual’s
attitudinal evaluation deviates from a neutral midpoint on the favorable-unfavorable
continuum. That is, stronger attitudes tend to involve more extreme evaluations.
Aspects of attitudinal structure. Pratkanis and Greenwald (1989) proposed the
existence of a network of information and associations in memory, which serve as the
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foundation for attitudes. Therefore, properties of structure can give insights about the
strength of an attitude in memory. One such structural measure of attitude strength is the
accessibility of the attitude. Accessibility can be measured with both reaction time to
questions about the attitude object and the amount of thinking or talking a person can
engage in regarding the attitude object. Being able to quickly make attitude-relevant
decisions and speak at length about attitude-relevant topics should indicate greater levels
of attitude strength. Related to accessibility is a set of consistency properties (i.e.,
evaluative-cognitive consistency, evaluative-affective consistency, evaluative-behavioral
consistency, and affective-cognitive consistency). These properties are concerned with
the degree to which there is consistency between the evaluation, affect, cognition, and
behavior associated with an object. For instance, if an individual reports a negative
evaluation of theft (i.e., a negative attitude) but then reports having neutral affect toward
theft, the person would be said to have low evaluative-affective consistency, and likely a
weak attitude about theft.
Attitude researchers are also interested in assessing the amount of knowledge
associated with an attitude. Generally, individuals who have more attitude-relevant
knowledge have stronger attitudes than individuals with less attitude-relevant knowledge
(Davidson, 1995; Jaccard, Radeki, Wilson, & Dittus, 1995; Wood, Rhodes, & Biek,
1995). Finally, the degree of ambivalence in regard to one’s evaluation of the attitude
object can also serve as an indicator of attitude strength (Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin,
1995). Certainly, if an individual holds simultaneous and opposing attitudes about an
object, the individual will be unlikely to have a strong attitude about an object.
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Subjective beliefs about the attitude object. Subjective attitudinal beliefs include
the level of involvement one has with an attitude object (Thomsen, Borgida, & Lavine,
1995). Involvement reflects underlying motivations towards subjective commitment to an
attitude object. Common involvement measures include centrality of the attitude to one’s
self-concept, personal relevance, and vested interest. Subjective attitudinal beliefs also
include the importance the attitude has to the person (Krosnick, 1988), the confidence a
person has in his or her attitude (Judd & Krosnick, 1982), and the intensity of emotional
reactions associated with the attitude (Cantril, 1946).
Processes of attitude formation. Formation processes are concerned with how an
attitude develops. One common measure of the attitude strength resulting from the
formation processes involves the amount elaboration a person can provide regarding a
given attitude object. Essentially, elaboration indicates the amount of cognitive effort one
has put forth regarding an attitude object (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Generally, if one
contributes greater cognitive effort during the formation process the resulting attitude will
likely be stronger. Additionally, direct experience (Fazio & Zanna, 1981) has also been
shown to be related to attitude strength. Cognitive effort and direct experience both
reflect the amount of effort one has invested in their attitude. For stronger attitudes, it is
presumed that more cognitive effort has been expended and more direct experience has
been acquired in forming that attitude.
The preceding discussion of attitude strength is useful as a primer on how to
approach the strength of attitudes in the current study. At a general level, the
understanding of the various properties of attitudes as they relate to strength (i.e.,
durability and impactfulness) offer insights that lend well to research questions of this
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study. Knowing that stronger attitudes relate more strongly to behavioral outcomes
naturally leads to hypotheses about the moderation effects of attitude strength on attitudebehavior relationships. Moreover, the various properties associated with strong attitudes
can be effectively utilized in the construction of measures to assess attitude strength. In
this way, knowledge of attitude strength guides construction of both hypotheses and
measures in a way that contributes significantly to the current study.
Hypotheses and Research Questions
This study focuses on three main areas: (a) the relationship between job attitudes
and CWBs, (b) the importance of specificity in determining the relationship between job
attitudes and CWBs, and (c) the possible moderating effects of attitude strength on the
relationship between job attitudes and CWBs.
This study investigated the hypothesis that job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and
organizational commitment) would be negatively related to CWBs. Specifically, it was
expected that satisfaction with supervisors and satisfaction with coworkers would be
negatively correlated with CWBIs. Similarly, it was expected that affective and
normative commitment would be negatively related to CWBOs.
Hypothesis 1: Job attitudes would be negatively related to the frequency of
counter-productive work behaviors.
Because the literature has shown that strong attitudes tend to be more strongly
related to behavior it was expected that attitude strength would moderate the relationship
between job attitudes and CWBs. In particular, it was expected that the moderation effect
would occur for more specific levels of attitudes and behaviors. That is, it was anticipated
that attitude strength would moderate (a) the relationship between satisfaction with
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coworkers and CWBIs, (b) the relationship between satisfaction with supervisors and
CWBIs, and (c) the relationship between affective and normative commitment and
CWBOs.
Hypothesis 2: It was predicted that attitude strength would moderate the
relationship between job attitudes and the frequency of CWBs. Specifically, job
attitudes would be more strongly associated with the frequency of CWBs for
individuals with strong attitudes than for individuals with weak attitudes.
Finally, because specific attitudes better predict specific behaviors (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1977; Petty, 1995; Weigel & Newman, 1976) it was anticipated that the
different job satisfaction facets, and organizational commitment components, would be
differentially related to CWBs. Specifically, it was expected that both satisfaction with
coworkers and satisfaction with supervisors will be more strongly related to CWBIs than
to CWBOs. Similarly, it was expected that affective and normative commitment would
be more strongly related to CWBOs than to CWBIs.
Hypothesis 3: Job attitudes would correlate more strongly with counterproductive
work behaviors when the attitude object and the target of the behavior are similar.
Specifically, attitudes towards individuals (e.g., satisfaction with supervisors,
satisfaction with coworkers) would be more strongly related to interpersonal
counterproductive work behaviors and attitudes towards organizations (e.g.,
affective and normative commitment) will be more strongly related to
organizational counterproductive work behaviors.
A model of the above hypotheses appears in figure 1.
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Method
Sample
Prior to data collection a power analysis was conducted. Using the meta-analytic
results reported by (Judge et al., 2001) for the relationship between satisfaction and
performance it was determined that an N of 139 was recommended for a significance
level of ρ < .05 (two-tailed test; Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, & West, 2003). However, actual
relationships of interest were more specific than that which was used for the power
analysis, resulting in an underestimated N. That is, hypothesis 3 was examining multiple
relationships that were more specific than the single general relationship upon which the
power analysis was based. Furthermore, the power analysis did not account for the
moderation effects in hypothesis 2. Therefore, the power analysis was taken as an
underestimate and a substantially larger sample (N=300) was pursued.
In total, 300 undergraduate students at a medium-sized Midwestern university
responded to the survey. The data of four respondents were eliminated from further
analyses because of absent or missing responses thus resulting in an N of 296. Of those
296 participants, 66.9% were female. The mean age for participants was 20.86.
Participants worked an average of 24.37 hours per week and had been employed for an
average of 23.91 months.
Measures
Global job satisfaction. The Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire
(Cammann et al., 1979) was used to assess global job satisfaction by summing across 3
items. Items were answered on a 7-point scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to
“Strongly Agree” (7). Cammann et al. (1979) reported an internal consistency reliability
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of .77. A sample item was, “All in all I am satisfied with my job.” In a factor analysis
(Cammann et al., 1979), all items loaded onto the same factor with individual factor
loadings of greater than .47. Additionally, convergent validity was demonstrated by
correlating global job satisfaction with the following measures of task characteristics:
variety (r = .26), feedback (r = .37), completeness (r =.24), impact (r = .31), required
skills (r = .22), pace control (r = .26), and freedom (r = .25). Convergent validity was
also demonstrated by correlating global job satisfaction with the following measures of
psychological states: challenge (r = .51), meaning (r = .40), and responsibility (r = .24).
See Seashore et al. (1983) for a review of the Michigan Organizational Assessment
Questionnaire.
Facet Satisfaction. Satisfaction with coworkers and supervisors was assessed with
the sum of 5 items per facet from Beehr et al. (2006). Items were scored on a 7-point
scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7) with higher points on
the scale corresponding to more positive attitudes. Sample items for satisfaction with
coworkers and supervisors were, “Overall, I am very pleased to work with my coworkers” and “Overall, I am very pleased with the way my manager supervises me,”
respectively. Beehr et al. (2006) found that satisfaction with supervisors (alpha=.93) and
satisfaction with coworkers (alpha=.93) both had acceptable internal reliabilities.
Furthermore, satisfaction with supervisors (r=.47) and satisfaction with coworkers
(r=.19) were both correlated significantly (p<.05) with global job satisfaction. This can
be taken as evidence of the validity of the scale.
Organizational Commitment. Affective and normative commitment were assessed
with the sum of 8 items each from Allen and Meyer (1990). Items were scored on a 7-
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point scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7). A sample item
for affective commitment was, “I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my
own.” A sample item for normative commitment was, “I think that people these days
move from company to company too often.” Allen and Meyer (1990) found that affective
(alpha=.86) and normative (alpha=.73) both had acceptable internal reliability. Similarly,
a meta-analysis by Meyer, Stanely, Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002) found average
N-weighted reliabilities of .82 (n=47,073, k=144) and .73 (n=22,080, k=61) for affective
and normative commitment, respectively. Meyer et al. (2002) also found multiple
corrected correlations for other variables theoretically related to organizational
commitment. For instance, organizational support was related to affective commitment
(ρ=.63, n=7,128, k=18) and normative commitment (ρ=.47, n=2,831, k=8).
Attitude Strength. A measure by Huff (2001) contains 18 items that were to assess
attitude strength. Huff (2001) collected items from previous sources (i.e., Abelson, 1988;
Bassili, 1996; Krosnick et al., 1993; Lavine et al., 1998; Pomerantz et al., 1995; and
Wegener et al., 1995) and then modified their content to assess attitude strength for job
satisfaction rather than for social issues, objects, policies. After compiling and modifying
the items Huff (2001) undertook a content validation. An initial pool of 54 items was
assessed by a group of 13 subject-matter experts for nine strength-related properties . The
experts included faculty and graduate students from Northern Illinois University. Each
expert sorted the 54 items into 10 piles with 1 pile for each strength dimension and 1 pile
for uncertain classifications. Items that were assigned to a particular strength dimension
pile 80% of the time were retained, leaving a pool of 41 items.
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These items were administered to a sample of full-time employees. Factor
analysis indicated that 4 categories accounted for 53.5% of the variance. Eleven items
either loaded at less than .50 or cross-loaded at greater than .30 on multiple factors and
were removed leaving 32 items. Of those, an additional 14 were removed in order to
reduce redundancy and to ensure parsimony. The 18 remaining items were administered
to 248 full-and part-time employees. Data indicated that the items fit a four factor model
(χ2(67) = 132.46, GFI = .93, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .06). The data also indicated that a
single factor model had acceptable fit (χ2(71) = 171.56, GFI = .91, CFI = .92, RMSEA =
.07). The factor analysis results support the conclusion that the items fit the four
categories of measures outlined by Krosnick and Petty (1995) in addition to being
appropriate for an overall attitude strength measure.
Regarding the dimensionality of attitude strength, it has been noted that while
most of the various measures of attitude strength are correlated, there is not significant
common variance to warrant a one-factor model of attitude strength (Krosnick, Boninger,
Chuang, Berent, & Carnot, 1993). However, theoretically all of the items indicate the
strength of an attitude (Huff, 2001; Krosnick & Petty, 1995). Furthermore, aggregation of
the attitude strength items for each attitude object (i.e., coworkers, supervisors, and
organizations) yielded an acceptable internal reliability estimate (i.e., alpha > .80)
indicating a high degree of intercorrelation among the items. It has been suggested that
because individual measures of attitude strength are not redundant, a multi-dimensional
view of attitude strength (i.e., simultaneously considering multiple measures of attitude
strength) may be more powerful as a moderating variable (Lavine, Huff, Wagner,
Sweeney, 1998). That is, by considering the various non-redundant aspects of attitude
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strength together it may be possible to capture more unique strength-related variance and
facilitate the ability to detect moderation effects. For this study the attitude strength items
were aggregated to quantify the overall strength of an attitude. However, an exploration
of the moderating effects of each individual strength property was also undertaken
(results presented in Appendix 1).
Finally, the items detailed by Huff (2001) were designed to assess attitude
strength for global job satisfaction. In order to use those items to measure attitude
strength for facet satisfaction and organizational commitment, it was necessary to change
the attitude object for each item. For example, the item “How quickly do your opinions or
beliefs come to mind when you think about your job?” was rewritten as “How quickly do
your opinions or beliefs come to mind when you think about your supervisor?” in order
to assess the strength of the satisfaction with supervisor facet. Because the items still
assessed attitude strength in the same way, merely with a different attitude object, it was
assumed that this did not constitute a significant threat to the validity of the measure.
Additionally, the original items were answered with a variety of different response scales.
In order to make the scales more comprehensible and easier to answer, a uniform 7-point
scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7) was utilized for all
attitude strength items.
CWBs. Two measures developed by Bennett and Robinson (2000) were used to
assess CWBs. For both measures items were scored on a scale ranging from “Never” (1)
to “Daily” (7).The first scale measured CWBOs and had an alpha of .81. A sample item
was, “(How often have you) taken property from work without permission.” Convergent
validity for the CWBO scale was demonstrated (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) by
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correlating the measure with the following measures: property deviance (r = .59),
production deviance (r = .70), physical withdrawal (r = .79), psychological withdrawal (r
= .65), and neglect (r = .48). The second scale measured CWBIs and had an alpha of .78.
A sample item was, “(How often have you) made fun of someone at work.” Convergent
validity for the CWBI scale was demonstrated for interpersonal deviance by correlating
the measure with the following measures: antagonistic work behaviors (r = .62)
frustration (r = .21) normlessness (r = .21), and machiavellianism (r = .39).
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Results
Hypothesis 1. Correlations were calculated for the relationships between global
job satisfaction, facet satisfaction, CWBI and CWBO variables in order to test the
significance of the relationship between job satisfaction and CWBs. Means, standard
deviations, and intercorrelations between study variables are presented in Table 1.
Results indicated that overall job satisfaction was significantly and negatively related to
overall CWBs (r=-.25, p < .01). Moreover, satisfaction with coworkers was significantly
and negatively related to CWBIs (r=-.15, p < .01). Unexpectedly, satisfaction with
supervisors was not significantly related to CWBIs, but was significantly related to
CWBOs (r=-.14, p < .05). In addition, affective organizational commitment (r=-.24, p <
.01) and normative organizational commitment (r=-.21, p < .01) were both significantly
and negatively related to CWBOs. With the notable exception of supervisor satisfaction,
the correlations between attitudinal variables and CWBs supported hypothesis 1.
Hypothesis 2. It is important to note that the moderated regression hypotheses for
this study were a priori, directional, and theoretically based. Therefore, a one-tailed test
of significance was used so as to be consistent with statistical theory (e.g., Loether &
McTavish, 1988). Because moderated regression analyses typically suffer from low
power (Aiken & West, 1991; Aquinas, 2004), a one-tailed test was used to compensate.
The use of one-tailed tests has been successfully applied in previous research (e.g.,
Rogelberg, Leach, Warr, & Burnfield, 2006).
Moderated regression was used to test for the moderation effects (Baron &
Kenny, 1986) proposed in Hypothesis 2. This process involved creating an interaction
term to represent the interaction of the moderating variable (i.e., the attitude strength that
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corresponds to the attitude variable being assessed) and the independent variables (e.g.,
satisfaction with supervisors, satisfaction with pay, etc.). Hierarchical regression was
used to test the significance of the effects of the interaction term after the independent
variable and moderator were controlled. If the interaction term was significant, Aiken and
West’s (1991) procedure for testing the directionality of the interaction was used. Aiken
and West’s procedure utilizes the B weights of the moderated regression equation to plot
the relationship between variables for both high (i.e., 1 standard deviation above the
mean) and low (i.e., 1 standard deviation below the mean) levels of the moderator. These
moderation analyses were repeated for each job satisfaction facet and for both affective
and normative commitment.
The results of the moderation analyses are presented in Tables 2 and 3. After
testing each of the hypothesized relationships it was found that the only significant
moderation effect was the impact of attitude strength on the relationship between
satisfaction with coworkers and CWBIs. After controlling for satisfaction with coworkers
and attitude strength, the interaction term had a beta of -.71 (ρ < .05; one-tailed) and
accounted for 1% of the variance in CWBIs. Plotting the regression lines revealed that
low satisfaction with coworkers was associated with a greater incidence of CWBIs for
individuals with stronger attitudes than for individuals with weak attitudes, as predicted.
The b weight for the high attitude strength group was -.38 (ρ < .1) and the B weight for
the low satisfaction group was -.03 (ρ < .1). For individuals with low attitude strength,
there was a much reduced relationship between satisfaction with coworkers and CWBIs
(see figure 2). This provides partial support for hypothesis 2.
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Hypothesis 3. A t-test was used to determine if stronger relationships exist when
the target of CWBs is similar to the attitude. For instance, a t-test was used to determine
if satisfaction with coworkers was more strongly related to CWBIs to CWBOs. Using this
approach, all relationships between job attitudes and CWBs were analyzed to determine
the importance of congruence between attitude and behavior.
Table 4 shows the results of the t-test. A critical t -value for an N of 296 is 1.64.
Therefore, for satisfaction with supervisors and coworkers, the relationships with CWBIs
and CWBOs are not significantly different. In contrast, for affective and normative
commitment, the relationships with CWBIs and CWBOs are significantly different. The
correlations between attitudes and behavior suggest that affective and normative
commitment are both more strongly related to CWBOs than to CWBIs. Overall, the ttests provided partial support for hypothesis 3.
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Discussion
Generally speaking, the current study found multiple significant relationships
between job attitudes and CWBs. Both facet-level job satisfaction and the organizational
commitment variables demonstrated significant relationships with both interpersonally
and organizationally directed CWBs. The current study also established that the
relationship between satisfaction with coworkers and CWBIs was moderated by attitude
strength by showing that stronger coworker satisfaction attitudes were more strongly
related to CWBIs than weaker coworker satisfaction attitudes. Finally, the current study
establishes that the specificity of predictors was important by showing that organizational
commitment variables were differentially related to the CWB variables.
Overall, this paper can be rightly seen as expansion and application of the work
done by Huff (2001). Huff suggested that it would be wise to draw upon the lessons
social psychologists have learned about attitudes, and apply that knowledge to the study
of job attitudes and work outcomes within industrial and organizational psychology.
Where Huff suggested that the properties of attitudes (i.e., attitude strength) be examined
for their potential to moderate attitude-behavior relationships, the current study has
implemented that suggestion in a practical manner. In this sense, the current study
represents a divergence from the main body of industrial and organizational psychology
literature because it is concerned primarily with an aspect of the attitude-behavior
relationship that has been paid relatively little attention. This is even more apparent with
regard to the specific attitudes and behaviors examined. While job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and CWBs have each been paid a fairly substantial amount
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of attention from their respective literatures, no previous study has examined the
variables together in the way that they are approached in the current study.
Implications
The foremost implication of the current study is the relevance and value of
attitudes with regard to CWB research. By affirming the existence of a relationship
between attitudes and CWBs, the current study equips future researchers with an
empirical basis for approaching issues concerning the potential causes of such selfreported behaviors. Although it is important to add that while the current study does not
actually establish that attitudes cause behaviors it is consistent with the weak form of the
attitude behavior hypothesis. In this way, the current study fills a niche role in showing
that, with regard to the particular attitudes and behaviors measured (i.e., coworker
satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, affective commitment, normative commitment,
CWBIs, and CWBOs) the relationships observed are consistent with the expectations of
attitude researchers that attitudes exert some influence on behavior (Allport, 1935).
Moreover, the results from the current study should be taken to suggest that researchers
should be mindful of specificity when examining attitude-behavior relationships. As was
demonstrated in this study, certain attitudinal variables were differentially related to
behaviors that existed at different levels (i.e., individual-focused behaviors versus
organizational-focused behaviors). This finding is particularly confirming when viewed
in the context of social psychological research on attitudes which has proposed that the
proper specification of variables is important for the detection of relationships (Petty,
1995). In particular, the current study should be taken as evidence that caution should be
exercised when studying job attitude-work behavior relationships. Such specification
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should furnish researchers with more power for detecting subtle differences within and
between relationships.
A further implication of the current study is the utility of attitudinal variables in
terms of their relation to self-reported behavioral outcomes. Though the current study is
incapable of inferring causality, its theoretical foundation suggests that attitudinal
variables could be useful predictors of CWBs (Dalal, 2005; Judge, 2001; Petty, 1995).
The use of attitudinal variables as predictors of CWBs is, perhaps, best realized in
conjunction with another implication of the current study: the importance of investigating
attitude strength. Results from the current study serve as early footsteps on the path to
understanding the role that attitude strength might play in attitude-CWB relationships.
That is to say, the industrial and organizational literature on attitude strength currently
does not deal with extra-role performance variables. In terms of attitude-CWB
relationship, there is essentially a lack of research to explain what role attitude strength
actually plays. Therefore, the current study is a compliment to other studies investigating
the job attitude-CWB relationship. In particular, the current study fits well with the
suggestions of Judge, Thoreson, Bono, & Patton (2001) that researchers should
investigate both alternative conceptions of the job performance construct and potential
moderators of the satisfaction-performance relationship. Indeed, the current study
considers CWBs rather than traditional in-role performance. Moreover, the current study
follows up on Judge, Thoreson, Bono, & Patton’s (2001) suggestion regarding
moderating variables by finding that attitude strength does act as a moderator in at least
one job attitude-CWB relationship. The current study can even be seen as an expansion
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on the work of Judge, Thoreson, Bono, & Patton (2001) in the sense that it deals with
organizational commitment in addition to job satisfaction.
The current study should also be viewed as an attempt to integrate the suggestions
of social psychologists regarding the uses, implications, and importance of attitude
strength. In particular, the current study acts as a follow up to the suggestions made by
Huff (2001) that attitude strength be given consideration as an important variable in job
attitude-work behavior relationships. In a more traditional social psychological sense, the
current study also supports the proposition of the weak form of the attitude-behavior
hypothesis (Allport, 1935). Therefore, the current study acts as an attempt to bridge
across fields of social psychology and industrial and organizational psychology. By
drawing upon ideas from both areas, the current study supports the application of attitude
principles from social psychology to research involving job attitudes and CWBs.
Limitations
There are a number of limitations to the current study that should be noted.
Perhaps the most proximal limitation concerns the sample, which was comprised entirely
of undergraduate students. The use of an undergraduate sample is problematic primarily
because the variety of certain demographic variables is reduced. For instance, the variety
of occupations, ages, weekly hours worked, and job tenures associated with
undergraduate students is very likely much less than the variety that would be found
among the general population of working adults in the U.S. Furthermore, certain
circumstances (e.g., marital status, parental duties, financial situations) may be
differentially represented by a student sample as compared to the population of working
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adults. For this reason, it is important to use caution when applying the results of this
study to non-student groups.
A special note should also be made about the manner in which data were
collected, namely via self-report survey. Perhaps the most threatening problem associated
with self-report measures is the potential for respondents to misrepresent themselves. To
be sure, the key dependent variable in the study required respondents to report behaviors
that were damaging to others and perhaps even illegal. While the anonymity of
respondents was assured and strictly maintained, it is possible that participants were
motivated to underreport behaviors that could be seen as socially unacceptable or illegal.
However, it should be noted that responses to the CWB scale did demonstrate some
variability (M = 2.15, SD = 1.04). Therefore, it is likely that this issue did not pose a
significant threat to the study’s findings.
An additional limitation with the self-report measures used in this study concerns
the measurement of attitude strength. According to Bassili (1996), whenever a respondent
is asked to report on their impressions of their attitudes the assumption is that such
information is available for the respondent to report. However, there is reason to believe
this is not the case. First, properties of attitudes may not be fully represented in memory.
While the core evaluative components of an attitude may be readily accessible, the
secondary strength related properties may not be similarly accessible to respondents.
Second, the cognitive processes associated with an attitude are unlikely to be consciously
available to participants (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Therefore, self-report measures of
attitude strength may not appropriately represent the construct of attitude strength. Future
research should investigate the role of attitude strength as a moderating variable in job
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attitude-CWB relationships with attitude strength measures that are not dependent upon
self-report (i.e., response latency).
With regard to attitude strength, it should be noted that the measures utilized in
the current study are in need of more extensive validity evidence. Perhaps more
importantly, there is a need for a systematic development of both an overall attitude
strength measure and a collection of measures for each property of attitude strength. The
availability of such measures is limited for industrial and organizational research
applications. Such limited availability may have adversely affected the results of the
current study by failing to adequately capture the attitude strength construct.
Finally, the use of cross-sectional data limits the study’s ability to establish a
temporal precedent for the study variables. That is, it is not possible to draw any
conclusions about the direction of causality in the attitude-behavior relationship. A
longitudinal examination of the relationship between job attitudes and work behaviors
would be helpful in identifying the causal direction of the variables. Longitudinal data
would also be helpful for understanding how the effects of attitude strength vary over
time, which is something the current study is unable to comment on.
Future Research
Considering the enormous cost of CWBs there is not only a great opportunity for
research, but also a great need. Indeed, industrial and organizational researchers are wellpositioned to offer a profoundly positive impact upon organizations worldwide. To aid in
the forward progress of such research it is useful to identify the most promising directions
for the future. From the current study, several such directions have become apparent.
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First, a greater diversity of attitudes should be examined. Though the current
study focused exclusively on satisfaction and commitment there are numerous other job
attitudes (e.g., job involvement and occupational commitment) that may prove relevant to
CWB research. Furthermore, there are numerous non-job attitudes that may prove useful
for predicting CWBs (e.g., attitudes toward theft, violence, and sabotage). Indeed, the
principle of compatibility (see Ajzen & Fishbein, 2000 for a review) suggests that
attitudes predict behavior only to the extent that both refer to the same evaluative
disposition. Strictly speaking, the evaluation of a behavior in a specific context is relevant
only for that exact behavior. If one were interested in predicting theft, violence, or
sabotage in the workplace, then one should measure attitudes specifically regarding those
behaviors. In this way, it may be useful for future researchers to develop attitude
questionnaires by including items that specifically measure exactly the behaviors that are
relevant to a specific organization.
A second, related, suggestion is that researchers should pay closer attention to the
role of attitude strength. In general, this would involve investigating a greater diversity of
attitude strength measures. In addition to assessing attitude strength in more ways,
researchers should also investigate the relative importance of various attitude strength
dimensions. That is to say, greater care should be taken in attempting to understand if
some dimensions of attitude strength are more important than others in moderating the
attitude-behavior relationship. Researchers should also investigate the utility of attitude
strength measures that are not based on self report. Specifically, the recommendations of
Bassili (1996) concerning the use of response latency as a measure of accessibility could
prove quite useful.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations between Study Variables
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Job Satisfaction

5.16

1.39

(.91)

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers

5.15

1.24

.31**

(.88)

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors

4.69

1.58

.53**

.25**

(.93)

4. Affective Commitment

3.95

1.13

.60**

.41**

.41**

(.81)

5. Normative Commitment

4.07

.88

.27**

.36**

.19**

.44**

(.70)

6. CWBs

2.15

1.04

-.25**

-.21**

-.11*

-.20**

-.16**

(.90)

7. CWBIs

2.16

1.27

-.17**

-.15**

-.06

-.11*

-.07

.88**

(.87)

8. CWBOs

2.14

1.06

-.27**

-.22**

-.14*

-.24**

-.21**

.92**

.64**

(.86)

9. Attitude Strength (Coworkers)

4.11

.81

.15**

.39**

.05

.34**

.30**

-.06

-.01

-.08

10. Attitude Strength (Supervisors)

3.67

.86

.25**

.23**

.31**

.36**

.30**

.02

.03

.02

11. Attitude Strength (Organization)

4.12

.83

.30**

.20**

.14*

.60**

.35**

-.09

-.04

-.11*

12. Age

20.86

3.86

.03

-.00

.00

.07

-.06

-.05

-.03

-.06

13. Organizational Tenure

23.91

25.55

-.04

.02

.02

.11*

.06

.08

.11*

.04

14. Hours worked per week

24.37

10.07

.01

-.05

-.04

.07

.07

.04

.06

.02

15. Gender
1.33
.47
-.01
-.02
-.00
-.04
-.10
.32**
.31**
.28**
Note. N = 296. *p < .05; **p < .01. Alpha reliabilities are in parentheses and appear on the diagonal. For gender 1 = Female; 2 = Male. Organizational Tenure measured in
months.
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Table 1 Continued
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations between Study Variables
Variable

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

1. Job Satisfaction
2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
4. Affective Commitment
5. Normative Commitment
6. CWBs
7. CWBIs
8. CWBOs
9. Attitude Strength (Coworkers)

(.83)

10. Attitude Strength (Supervisors)

.43**

(.85)

11. Attitude Strength (Organization)

.43**

.52**

(.83)

12. Age

.02

.10

.14*

-

13. Organizational Tenure

.02

.02

.09

.51**

-

14. Hours worked per week

-.01

-.00

.11*

.37**

.29**

-

15. Gender
-.04
.04
-.00
.11*
.13*
.16**
Note. N = 296. *p < .05; **p < .01. Alpha reliabilities are in parentheses and appear on the diagonal. For gender 1 = Female; 2 = Male. Organizational Tenure measured in
months.
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Table 2
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBIs and
Facet Satisfaction, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude Strength
Ordered Predictors

Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15**

.02 **

.02**

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Attitude Strength (Coworkers)

-.17**
.05

.00

.02**

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Attitude Strength (Coworkers)
Satisfaction x Attitude Strength

.26
.46*
-.71*

.01*

.02**

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Attitude Strength (Supervisors)

-.08
.05

.00

.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Attitude Strength (Supervisors)
Satisfaction x Attitude Strength

.25
.29*
-.47

.00

.00

Note. N = 296. *p < .05; **p < .01. Analyses used a one-tailed test of significance.
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Table 3
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBOs and
Facet Satisfaction, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude Strength
Ordered Predictors

Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Affective Commitment

-.24**

.06**

.05**

2. Affective Commitment
Attitude Strength (Organizations)

-.27**
.04

.00

.05**

3. Affective Commitment
Attitude Strength (Organizations)
Commitment x Attitude Strength

-.16
.13
-.18

.00

.05**

1. Normative Commitment

-.21**

.04**

.04**

2. Normative Commitment
Attitude Strength (Organizations)

-.19**
-.04

.00

.04**

3. Normative Commitment
Attitude Strength (Organizations)
Commitment x Attitude Strength

-.23
-.08
.05

.00

.03**

Note. N = 296. *p < .05; **p < .01. Analyses used a one-tailed test of significance.
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Table 4
T-tests Examining the Difference in Relationships of Attitudinal Variables with CWBIs and
CWBOs
Variable

CWBI

CWBO

d

t

1. Coworker Satisfaction

-.15**

-.22**

-.07

1.44

2. Supervisor Satisfaction

-.06

-.14*

-.08

1.63

3. Affective Commitment

-.11*

-.24**

-.13

2.70**

-.07

-.21**

-.14

2.89**

4. Normative Commitment
Note. N = 296. *p < .05; **p < .01. t-crit = 1.64
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Figure Caption
Figure 1. Model of hypotheses.
Figure 2. Depiction of the moderating influence of attitude strength on the relationship between
satisfaction with coworkers and CWBIs.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2

4.5
4
3.5
CWBIs

3
2.5

High Attitude Strength

2

Low Attitude Strength

1.5
1
0.5
0
1

7

Satisfaction with Coworkers

Note. b=-.38 for High Attitude Strength and b=-.03 for Low Attitude Strength
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APPENDIX 1: Moderated regression analyses for non-hypothesized relationships
Table 1
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBIs and
Coworker Satisfaction, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude
Strength for Various Measures of Attitude Strength
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Thinking

-.17*
.06

.00

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Thinking
Satisfaction x Thinking

.05
.46
-.50

.00

.02*

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Meaningfulness

-.18*
.04

.00

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Meaningfulness
Satisfaction x Meaningfulness

-.13
.10
-.08

.00

.00*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 1 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Ambiguity

-.07
-.20*

.03*

.05*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Ambiguity
Satisfaction x Ambiguity

.03
-.05
-.22

.00

.05*

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Intensity

-.16*
.05

.00

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Intensity
Satisfaction x Intensity

.02
.22
-.28

.00

.01*

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Talking

-.16*
.10

.01

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Talking
Satisfaction x Talking

.05
.46
-.43

.00

.03*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 1 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Knowledge

-.19*
.20*

.03*

.05*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Knowledge
Satisfaction x Knowledge

.01
.45*
-.37

.00

.05*

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Accessibility

-.15*
.00

.00

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Accessibility
Satisfaction x Accessibility

-.15
-.00
.00

.00

.02*

1. Satisfaction with Coworkers

-.15*

.02*

.02*

2. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Extremity

-.07*
-.14

.01

.03*

3. Satisfaction with Coworkers
Accessibility
Satisfaction x Extremity

-.18
-.28
.23

.00

.03*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 2
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBIs and
Supervisor Satisfaction, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude
Strength for Various Measures of Attitude Strength
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Thinking

-.06
-.01

.00

-.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Thinking
Satisfaction x Thinking

.10
.19
-.30

.00

.00

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Meaningfulness

-.13
.12

.01

.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Meaningfulness
Satisfaction x Meaningfulness

.16
.54*
-.66*

.02*

.03*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 2 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Ambiguity

-.02
-.20*

.03*

.03*

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Ambiguity
Satisfaction x Ambiguity

.30
.07
-.48

.01

.04*

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Intensity

-.06
.09

.01

.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Intensity
Satisfaction x Intensity

-.23
-.11
.28

.00

.01

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Talking

-.07
.09*

.00

.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Talking
Satisfaction x Talking

.08
.28*
-.25

.00

.00

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 2 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Knowledge

-.10
.16*

.02*

.02*

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Knowledge
Satisfaction x Knowledge

-.06
.20
-.06

.00

.02*

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Accessibility

-.06
.04

.00

.00

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Accessibility
Satisfaction x Accessibility

-.08
.02
.02

.00

-.00

1. Satisfaction with Supervisors

-.06

.00

.00

2. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Extremity

-.02
-.16*

.02

.02

3. Satisfaction with Supervisors
Extremity
Satisfaction x Extremity

-.12
-.24
.13

.00

.02

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 3
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBOs and
Affective Commitment, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude
Strength for Various Measures of Attitude Strength
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Thinking

-.27*
.05

.00

.05*

3. Affective Commitment
Thinking
Commitment x Thinking

-.15
.19
-.22

.00

.05*

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Meaningfulness

-.18*
-.09

.00

.06*

3. Affective Commitment
Meaningfulness
Commitment x Meaningfulness

-.15
-.06
-.05

.00

.05*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 3 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Ambiguity

-.24*
-.12*

.01*

.07*

3. Affective Commitment
Ambiguity
Commitment x Ambiguity

.06
.19
-.45

.01

.07*

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Intensity

-.29*
.13*

.01*

.07*

3. Affective Commitment
Intensity
Commitment x Intensity

-.39*
.00
.19

.00

.06*

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Talking

-.24*
.00

.00

.05*

3. Affective Commitment
Talking
Commitment x Talking

-.25
-.01
.02

.00

.05*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 3 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Knowledge

-.26*
.03

.00

.05*

3. Affective Commitment
Knowledge
Commitment x Knowledge

-.08
.19
-.27

.00

.05*

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Accessibility

-.26*
.11

.01

.06*

3. Affective Commitment
Accessibility
Commitment x Accessibility

-.54*
-.14
.41

.00

.07*

1. Affective Commitment

-.24*

.06*

.05*

2. Affective Commitment
Extremity

-.24*
-.03

.00

.05*

3. Affective Commitment
Extremity
Commitment x Extremity

-.67*
-.44*
.63*

.01*

.06*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 4
Moderated Regression Analyses Examining the Relationships between CWBOs and
Normative Commitment, Attitude Strength, and the Interaction of Satisfaction and Attitude
Strength for Various Measures of Attitude Strength
Ordered Predictors

Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Thinking

-.20*
-.01

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Thinking
Commitment x Thinking

-.30
-.15
.19

.00

.03*

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Meaningfulness

-.15*
-.15*

.02*

.06*

3. Normative Commitment
Meaningfulness
Commitment x Meaningfulness

-.19
-.22
.09

.00

.05*

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 4 cont.
Ordered Predictors

Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Ambiguity

-.22*
-.14*

.02*

.06*

3. Normative Commitment
Ambiguity
Commitment x Ambiguity

-.04
.11
-.31

.00

.06*

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Intensity

-.23*
.07

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Intensity
Commitment x Intensity

-.10
.31
-.30

.00

.04*

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Talking

-.20*
-.03

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Talking
Commitment x Talking

-.42*
-.38
.46

.00

.04*

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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Table 4 cont.
Beta

Change in R2

Adjusted R2

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Knowledge

-.21*
.00

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Knowledge
Commitment x Knowledge

.09
.40
-.57

.00

.04*

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04*

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Accessibility

-.22*
.09

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Accessibility
Commitment x Accessibility

-.37*
-.10
.26

.00

.04*

1. Normative Commitment

-.21*

.04

.04*

2. Normative Commitment
Extremity

-.20*
.08

.00

.04*

3. Normative Commitment
Extremity
Commitment x Extremity

-.52*
-.33
.51

.01

.05*

Ordered Predictors

Note. *p < .05. Analyses used a two-tailed test of significance.
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